OPEN LETTERS. 

Is publication of botanical and zoological papers In microscopical 

Journals Justifiable? 

In the October Gazette in the column of “Notes and News, M is this 
statement: “Botany and zoology are becoming badly entangled again 
with ‘microscopy. 1 As something that deals with methods, the latter 
has an important place; as dealing with botanical and zoological re* 
suits, it is out of its domain.” Why the author of this paragraph 
makes use of the word “again” is difficult to see, for there hascer* 

tainly been abatement neither in the recent nor in the remote past 
in the use of microscomcal journal?; anH nmrppHinfrc fnr mi hi ication 


5UL0 iiicic nab ueen a steady it 
Gazette deems out of its proper place. 

Is such publication justified by precedents? It is due the American 
Microscopical Society to say that it is by no means the first nor the 
only nor by any means the chief sinner in this respect. If the prac- 
ice of putting biological papers into journals bearing a title indicating 
?u \ are mt croscopical journals is to be condemned, then 

e eading English, American, and German microscopical periodicals 
a once become missionary fields for the Gazette note-writer. 

P erusa * of the following periodicals will show that papers dealing 

wi botanical and zoological results predominate in all, and :n sorne 
predominate almost eYrln^iv^iv *‘^ r 'utable titles might 


1 


of the 
ican 


Journal 


necessary. 


juaiiy rep 
Quarterl) 


:al Society, Journal 
Journal, Zeitschrif 


journal, z.eitscnriri iur wissciwv..—- 

T «i.oK°^ ,e lvr' eit ? c ^ n ^ ^r angewandte Mikroskopie. , , . 

th«»cA « publication justified by necessity? It might be urged 

It wmil^f ai f 1Zatl ° nS .f^ould a lj change the titles of their publics . 

th#. writ ° course be impossible to limit them at once to meth 

But lhT T SU ^ ests - f be difficulty I take it is chiefly in the ogjj 

have tHAH an i U u ggeSt r a tfetter name for these organizations? & J 

nfavs a vi aDd have c falIen ba ck on their old name The nameanvv 
imnortanrA^ f n l lgni ^ Cant b art in the question as compared"' 

the mPAHnt f Z00,0 gical and botanical subjects brought * 

for s eems to me, very desirable to ctihivate 

societies lg iV° n ,n nat u ra -l science in the minds of members 0 ^ 

It muse beremembeJed that° S ^ effeCtiVe P ro P a g an . da o£ "»^ bioW 

sSaceT!,if t ^ d 7®, know very well that the Gazette cannot - 

, thed ?™" d s P ace - .Everyye «**% 


UP °" bioloRica?'increases. 

allowed to diQm r ln y’ est ^ at * n g increases but this should 

urage the publication of investigations. R lS 
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X£° th * he P 01 ?* of v «fw of the investigator and from the point 

ati!„ ,ho w mcreas,n g multitude of readers that channels of publi- 

funrtinn d m< ; reai5e - , Few of these channels have a more definite 
Whethpri> . than the American Microscopical Society. 

effi . c ! ent ln Performing that function those who read its 

Lf f am one a ^]? to te *l- Its co-laborer, the Gazette, will be the 

st I am sure to discourage it in its mission.- 
Ml University . 


W. W. Rovvlee, Cor - 


re- 

of 


Nature of the binary name* 

J? * h £ J anuar y issue of the Gazette Professor Bailey has urged 
so rniirh « - esset ]f ia i permanency of the specific name an argument of 
senterl ft. ri S ,na lity as to be worthy of careful consideration. He pre* 
sarHinrr f e sarne mea some five years since,* and I remember then re- 
c II hav.L aS ai j ar S urnen t needing to be answered; yet I do not 
the Prnf ^ rC > an ywhere a word of comment upon it. The gist 
clatiiiv. m SOrs ? r p unien t lies in these two interrogations: “Is nomen- 
°f a sgfij 3 biuomial? Is bullata or Carex bullata the name 

abstrac t ^ tw0 I or ms of expression are, of course, but the 

the quer^ 11 ^ 1 6 concrete » respectively, of one thought. In other words. 
Perfect rn fi ,! 1 one * an< ^ ’ ,s strength as an argument resides in the 
Sw ers is e nflden ^ :e which a certain one of two conceivable an- 
firmlv tn "I h e propounder of this forceful question appears 

toan inteii -6 ICVe an ^ an( I every botanist gifted with ordinary hu- 
tPerelv a ce must answer: “ Carex bullata undoubtedly, and not 
fessor a * a ’ 1S name °f a certain sedge.” If this be, what Pro- 
the co' ^ S ° confident ly believes it, the only rational answer; if it 
credit th^ reCt answer » the argument is strong enough utterly to dis- 
Pame ac ^P ract * ce treating the retention of the earliest specific 

But ff' ga ‘? ry under the iaw of priority. 

Question k au thor of the argument deems rationally out of the 

swe r to on ?°u on *y possible but defensible; if tbe affirmative an- 
°f the oth 6 ° 't 1 Questions does not necessarily involve the negation 
$ e dg e .L„ er ’ *f ooth bullata and Carex bullata are names of a certain 

n °t invalid t argument, so specious at first glance, is weakened, if 
c °Ptinual a • ^ nd I shall venture to assert, having in mind the 
lata alonp^ ra u tlCe ad botanists, that, under certain limitations, bul- 
w ill not dlc S tae entirely sufficient name of a sedge. Professor Bailey 

an hour np S f n 1 l rom such a proposition as this, that he could lecture for 

fhewhilV r r ° r five h °urs, upon a certain group of sedges, discussing, 
^eds with ny num t )er of species from a half dozen to several hun- 
Plants and °n^ . any , ch ance of indefiniteness or ambiguity as to the 
a y anv 3 • s wd bout using any but the specific names; never once, 

S e neric ter S ^' t ^ s l tl, ation, employing before his hearers the 

Prcciselv ^ arex - bi° r is this instance merely a supposititious one; 
at least nn'^ usa S e being so exceedingly common that any botanist, 

fence of it 01 \*f ni °ment’s reflection, must realize the universal preva- 
the Spe if : We d o not, as a rule, make extensive use of anything hn 

c °osiderat i names * in oral converse, no matter what the genus ur 

__f^ ma y be, unless it should be a monotypic one, i 
Bot - Gazett 
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